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Abstract. The aim of the paper is to explore the concept of explicitation as a translation method used for mak-
ing the implicit explicit and clear to the reader of a translated text. The article offers a literature review of a variety of 
interpretations of the common term “explicitation” and a broad range of its usage both in Russian and foreign transla-
tion studies. Comparing views of various researchers, the paper provides a full and adequate interpretation of the con-
cept under analysis and develops a theoretical framework for further studies. The way of formulation and interpretation 
of explicitation is shown in a diachronic aspect compared with the common rendition of the term “explicitation”. The 
study embraces a range of explicitation types and recommended translation competence to provide an appropriate and 
first-class translation and a better adaptation of a translated text for a potential reader who is mainly a non-speaker of 
the language of the original text. 
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1. Introduction.The main objective of the following study is to conduct a profound literature review of the 
studies that focus on the concept of explicitation and to develop a theoretical framework for further research of explici-
tation as a translation technique examined by many linguists and experts in translation.  
Quality and methods of translation have always been a subject of discussion in research of many linguists all 
over the world. However, studies were mainly conducted in the field of translation theory and such a pragmatic method 
as explicitation was not paid much attention to. Nevertheless, explicitation is one of the most significant strategies of 
translation which enables the translator to provide a higher correspondence between the source text and the target text, a 
better and more adequate expression of the author’s intention. The very concept of explicitation is presented by sets of 
definitions that sometimes can be confusing for understanding the meaning of this translation method. In this paper we 
present all commonly used terms and interpretations of explicitation and formulate a unique rendition of the term in 
question. The analysis of the differences and similarities in the study of explicitation is worth attention and further ex-
amination.  
2.Methods. In order to build a theoretical framework for the study of explicitation, we focused on different in-
terpretations of this concept as exemplified in many research studies [1-28, 33]. To do so, we applied such methods as 
close review of related literature and approaches offered, their thorough examination, analysis and deduction. 
The goal of the methods described was to generate reproducible results that allowed the formation of theoreti-
cal conclusions in regards to explicitation. Particularly we focused on defining the meaning of the concept, determining 
its place among other translation methods in translation studies, and classifying ways of achieving adequate translation 
at every level using explicitation.  
3.Results And Discussion.In order to explain explicitation, we can define it as a translation technique for mak-
ing implicit information of the source text explicit and clear to the reader of the target text. Implicit information here is 
something implied or suggested, but not clearly stated, and, thus, in cases requiring further explanation in translation.  
Explicitation has been thoroughly studied and identified by many linguists [1-28], especially starting from the 
mid 20th century up to now. The paper provides definitions made by the majority of authoritative researchers interested 
in explicitation as a method, process and result of translation.  
To begin with the examination of the concept, above all there should be mentioned the so-called “explicitation 
hypothesis”, first drawn by Shoshana Blum-Kulka in 1986 as follows: 
The process of interpretation performed by the translator on the source text might lead to a TL (target lan-
guage) text which is more redundant than the SL (source language) text. This redundancy can be expressed by a rise in 
the level of cohesive explicitness in the TL text. This argument may be stated as «the explicitation hypothesis», which 
postulates an observed cohesive explicitness from SL to TL texts regardless of the increase traceable to differences be-
tween the two linguistic and textual systems involved. It follows that explicitation is viewed here as inherent in the pro-
cess of translation [2-296]. 
Despite the central idea presented above and in other parts of Blum-Kulka’s work, concerning the process of 
translation including explicitation as such, some researchers consider the above definition to be too narrow and incor-
rect. Given the explanation of Blum-Kulka, linguists note that translations are longer regardless of the language pair, 
differences in structure and other reasons, and this does not necessarily mean any redundancy as a negative outcome of 
explicitness.  




Before Blum-Kulka, in 1958, Jean-Paul Vinay and Jean Darbelnet give a broader definition. According to 
Murtisari, the very concept of explicitation was first introduced by Vinay and Darbelnet, and Blum-Kulka and Nida 
were the first ones to conduct its systematic study [16, p. 67-69]. The definition of Vinay and Darbelnet in its turn ac-
counts for a way of introducing implicit information to be derived from the context or situation in the target text. 
Though, they do not include explicitation in the list of translation methods in their book. To be compared with Blum-
Kulka, she points out explicitation as a method of a greater importance. Jean Demanuelli and Claude Demanuelli define 
explicitation as a sort of replacement of a culture-specific concept with no relevant equivalent in the target language by 
means of description [4, p.72].  
Séguinot, having studied Blum-Kulka’s explicitation hypothesis, tries to distinguish between explicitation due to 
language system differences and explicitation due to stylistic and text-type-related reasons, as well as explicitation due to 
the process of translation as such. She offers a criterion for explicitation identification and types as follows:  
The term “explicitation” should therefore be reserved in translation studies for additions in a translated text which 
cannot be explained by structural, stylistic, or rhetorical differences between the two languages. In other words, to prove 
that there has been explicitation, there must have been the possibility of a correct but less explicit or less precise version. 
This is the only way to distinguish between choices that can be accounted for in the language system, and choices that 
come about because of the nature of the translation process [23, p.106-114].  
Explicitation can take three forms in translation: something is expressed in the translation which was not in the 
original, something which was implied or understood through presupposition in the source text is overtly expressed in the 
translation, or an element in the source text is given greater importance in the translation through focus, emphasis, or lexi-
cal choice. The first larger-scale empirical study was conducted by Øverås. On the basis of Blum-Kulka’s explicitation 
hypothesis she specifies explicitation as “the kind of translation process where implicit, co-textually recoverable ST 
material is rendered explicit in TT” [19, p. 571-588]. Co-text here means a part of context presented by the surrounding 
text, as opposed to the so-called situational context. Klaudy Karoly finds this definition rather restrictive due to Øverås’ 
further lack of sticking to co-text. Although, understanding of explicitation of both Øverås and Klaudy overlap as they 
consider specification and generalization under explicitation, associating specification with explicitation and generaliza-
tion with implicitation.  
Renata Kamenická specifies and proves by appropriate examples that we cannot universally pair explicitation 
with specification as opposed to generalization – and similarly, as implicitation cannot always be associated with gener-
alization, although examples of specifying implicitations are harder to be found, especially due to the generally lower 
frequency of implicitation in translation [9]. 





1 something is expressed in the target text, which was 
not expressed in the source text 
simple addition 
2 something is overtly expressed in the target text, 
which was only understood in the source text 
semantic explication 
2 something is given a greater importance in the tar-
get text, as was in the source text 
explicitation through emphasis 
 
Later researchers note ambiguity in this classification as the distinction between the first two types is quite un-
clear and is not supported by relevant examples. 
Englund Dimitrova is one of the first researchers paying close attention to the problems of defining and sub-
suming explicitation. In her opinion, “at the present time in studies of translation, a host of phenomena with certain as-
pects in common are grouped together under the term “explicitation”, which tends to be used as a kind of umbrella term 
to label certain phenomena of differences between the ST and the TT which seem to be permissible in translation”[5, 
p.40].  
She explains the situation by the lack of researchers’ discussion of other translation solutions with a resem-
blance to explicitation to some extent, though, not being explicitation as such.  
Many linguists offer their own views. Yet, nowadays there is no universal definition of explicitation. The prob-
lem is brought about by having no proper interpretation of translation universals and other methods. When in other 
countries’ translation studies the term “explicitation” is mainly used, in Russia a broad variety of terms used can con-
fuse and lead to misunderstanding and incorrect rendition of the concept. Here we can find such alternatives to explici-
tation as, for instance, “описание”(description), “объяснительный перевод”(explicatory translation), “описательный 
перевод” (descriptive translation), “разъяснительный перевод” (explanatory translation), “экспликация” (explicita-
tion/explication), “перифраза”(periphrasis), “амплификация” (amplification), “прием лексических добавлений” 
(method of lexical addition), “прием лексической трансформации” (method of lexical transformation) etc. All the 
above definitions are not likely to offer a full range of the concept as it is viewed in the common tradition of translation 
studies in countries, apart from Russia.  




If we try to find the explanation of explicitation in dictionaries, we may not find many of them to provide it. 
There are generally definitions of the verb “to explicate” and the noun “explication”, but not “explicitation”. 
The so-called free dictionary Wiktionary provides the information as follows: 
Explicitation:  
Meaning: (rare, possibly nonstandard) The process or fact of becoming explicit or of causing to be explicit; 
that which makes something explicit. 
Usage notes: Usage is confined almost entirely to academic journals, and to the field of translation studies [29]. 
Macmillan dictionary gives the same interpretation, but with no usage notes [30]. 
We tend to believe that the interpretation given in these two dictionaries is quite constricted, insufficient, lack-
ing some crucial points of the concept of explicitation as such. 
4.Summary. Explicitation can be considered in a narrower or a broader way subject to the term provided and 
the researcher’s view. For example, the term “explicitation” used in translation studies both in English and French, and 
other languages has a broader meaning and comprises a fuller spectrum of the concept implied. Russian translation 
studies’ usage of the term “экспликация”(explicitation) equates with the concept above. But if we study other variants 
in Russian or one-dimensional views towards explicitation, when it is limited only to specification as a translation 
method, we are likely to come to incorrect and constrained assumptions of not only explicitation as a concept but also as 
a translation strategy and process. 
With regard to the above-mentioned interpretations, we need to set out translation levels at which explicitation 
should be carried out to make the target text explicit and intelligible for readers and translation performed to the highest 
standard. Following Kinga Klaudy’s classification of translation competence [10, p.4], there can be shown five levels of 
it to provide first-class translation: 
1) linguistic competence;  
2) subject-related competence;  
3) inter-cultural competence;  
4) transfer competence;  
5) communicative competence.  
Defining “competence” here we refer in some way to a particular type of knowledge (language proficiency, 
knowledge of subject and culture) and in part to skills (skills of information transfer and overcoming problems resulting 
from differences between two languages, communication skills). 
In other words, to make the implicit explicit in the target text the translator must have a good command of the 
two languages he/she works with, know the topic of the source text, have cross-cultural competence, have skills and 
abilities to operate the two languages and properly go from thought to linguistic form and from linguistic form to 
thought in two ways and be a professional mediator.  
5.Conclusion. Taking all of the above into account, we arrive at a fuller clarification of the term “explicita-
tion” in view of translation. 
At this point we shall attempt to formulate our approach to explicitation on the basis of all the interpretations 
presented herein. It is evident that explicitation can be deemed inherent in the process of translation. Furthermore, it is 
one of translation techniques or methods frequently applied. 
From a closer examination we are able to define explicitation as a translation method stipulating a shift of 
meaning from the implicit to the explicit and to a higher extent of explicitness and clarity, for this purpose conveying 
the author’s intention, accounting for differences between source and target language systems, translational behaviour 
of languages, cross-cultural, social and situational factors, and context. 
It is worth mentioning that explicitation plays an important role in translation. Researchers often emphasize the 
necessity of overcoming culturological, social, linguistic and ethnic barriers in the process of intercultural communica-
tion [31-34]. Translators as mediators in the process of intercultural communication tend to use explicitation as one of 
the ways for effective adaptation of a translated text for potential readers who are mainly representatives of cultures 
other than the author's one. 
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